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MEMORANDUM FOR:  	 Brian E. Kamoie 

Assistant Administrator 
Grant Programs  Directorate 
Federal Emergency Management Agency  

 
FROM:    Anne 	  L. Richards  

ector General for Audits   Assistant Insp
 
SUBJECT: 	 New Hampshire’s Management of State Homeland 

Security Program Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2010 
Through 2012  

   
Attached for  your  action is our  final report,  New Hampshire’s Management of State 
Homeland Security Program Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2010 Through 2012. 
We incorporated the formal comments from  the Office of  Policy, Program Analysis and 
international Affairs and  New Hampshire  Department of Safety  in  the final report.   
 
The report contains seven recommendations aimed at improving  the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency and New Hampshire’s management of  State Homeland Security  
Program grants. Your office concurred with all of the recommendations. Based on  
information provided in your response  to the dra ft report,  OIG considers 
recommendation #7 resolved and  closed. Recommendations #1  and #6  are resolved  and  
open. Once your office has fully implemented the recommendations, please submit a  
formal closeout  request to us within  30 days so that we may close the 
recommendations. The memorandum should be accompanied  by evidence of 
completion of agreed-upon corrective actions and of the disposition of any monetary 
amounts.   
 
The OIG considers recommendations #2 through  #5 unresolved and open. As prescribed  
by the Department of Homeland Security Directive 077-01, Follow-up and Resolution for 
Office of Inspector General Report Recommendations, within 90 days of the date of this  
memorandum,  please  provide our office with a written response that includes your 
(1)  agreement or disagreement, (2) corrective action  plan, and (3)  target completion  
date for each recommendation. Also, please include information on responsible parties 
and any other supporting documentation necessary to inform us about the current  
status of the recommendation. Until your response is received and evaluated, the 
recommendations will be considered open and unresolved.  
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Please email a signed PDF copy of all responses and closeout requests to 
OIGAuditsFollowup@oig.dhs.gov. Consistent with our responsibility under the Inspector 
General Act, we will provide copies of our report to appropriate congressional 
committees with oversight and appropriation responsibility over the Department of 
Homeland Security. We will post the report on our website for public dissemination. 

Please call me with any questions, or your staff may contact John E. McCoy II, Deputy 
Assistant Inspector General, at (202) 254-4100. 

Attachment  
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Abbreviations�� 
� 

CFR� Code�of�Federal�Regulations� 
DOS� Department�of�Safety�� 
DHS� Department�of�Homeland�Security�� 
FEMA� Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency������� 

� FY� � fiscal�year� 
GAO� �  Government�Accountability�Office� 
GMU� �  Grants�Management�Unit� 
ISIP� � initial�strategy�implementation�plan� 

� MOA� �  memorandum�of�acknowledgement� 
MOU� �  memorandum�of�understanding� 
OIG� � Office�of�Inspector�General� 
SAA� �  state�administrative�agency� 
SHSP�������������� State�Homeland�Security�Program� 
SPR� � state�preparedness�report� 
THIRA� �  Threat�and�Hazard�Identification�and�Risk�Analysis� 
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� 

Executive�Summary�� 
� 
Public�Law�110Ͳ53,�Implementing�Recommendations�of�the�9/11�Commission�Act�of� 
2007,�requires�the�Department�of�Homeland�Security�(DHS)�Office�of�the�Inspector� 
General�(OIG)�to�audit�individual�states’�management�of�State�Homeland�Security� 
Program�and�Urban�Areas�Security�Initiative�grants.�This�report�responds�to�the� 
reporting�requirement�for�New�Hampshire.�� 
� 
The�audit�objectives�were�to�determine�whether�New�Hampshire�distributed,� 
administered,�and�spent�State�Homeland�Security�Program�grant�funds�strategically,� 
effectively,�and�in�compliance�with�laws,�regulations,�and�guidance.�We�also�addressed� 
the�extent�to�which�funds�awarded�enhanced�the�ability�of�state�grantees�to�prevent,� 
prepare�for,�protect�against,�and�respond�to�natural�disasters,�acts�of�terrorism,�and� 
other�manmade�disasters.�The�Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency�(FEMA)� 
awarded�New�Hampshire�approximately�$14.6�million�in�State�Homeland�Security� 
Program�grants�during�fiscal�years�2010�through�2012.� 
� 
New�Hampshire’s�Department�of�Safety,�Grants�Management�Unit�ensured�that�grant� 
expenditures�for�equipment,�planning,�training,�exercises,�and�administrative�activities� 
were�allowable�and�complied�with�most�grant�requirements.�However,�the�State�could� 
improve�the�timely�award�of�funding�to�subgrantees�and�the�passͲthrough�or�retention� 
of�grant�funding�for�local�units�of�government.�The�State�should�also�establish�timely� 
deadlines�for�onsite�monitoring�of�subgrantees,�comply�with�regulatory�inventory� 
practices�and�measure�progress�and�improvements�in�preparedness�that�resulted�from� 
grant�funding.����� 
� 
In�addition,�FEMA�needs�to�establish�a�timely�review�and�approval�process�for�grant� 
extension�decisions,�and�ensure�the�State’s�other�centrally�managed�grants�adhere�to� 
Federal�laws.� 
�� 
We�made�seven�recommendations�to�FEMA,�which�when�implemented,�should� 
strengthen�grant�program�management,�performance,�and�oversight.�FEMA�concurred� 
with�all�of�the�recommendations.� 
� 
� 
� � 
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�������Figure�1.�New�Hampshire�SHSP�Funding�Levels,�FYs�2010–12�� 
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Background�� 
� 
DHS�provides�Federal�funding�through�the�Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�to�assist� 
state�and�local�agencies�in�preventing,�preparing�for,�protecting�against,�and�responding� 
to�acts�of�terrorism.�The�State�Homeland�Security�Program�(SHSP)�funds�a�wide�range�of� 
preparedness�needs,�which�can�include�planning,�organization,�equipment,�training,�and� 
exercises.�� 
� 
In�accordance�with�FEMA�grant�guidance,�the�Governor�of�New�Hampshire�designated� 
New�Hampshire’s�Department�of�Safety�(DOS)�as�the�state�administrative�agency�(SAA).� 
Within�DOS,�the�Grants�Management�Unit�(GMU)�is�responsible�for�managing�the�grant� 
program�in�accordance�with�established�Federal�guidelines�and�allocating�funds�to�local,� 
regional,�and�other�state�entities.�� 
� 
During�fiscal�years�(FYs)�2010–12,�FEMA�awarded�New�Hampshire�about�$14.6�million�in� 
SHSP�grant�funds.�The�State�does�not�have�a�FEMAͲdesignated�urban�area�and�does�not� 
receive�Urban�Area�Security�Initiative�grant�funds.�New�Hampshire�has�10�counties�and� 
8�hazardous�materials�teams�across�the�State�that�respond�to�hazards,�manmade�and� 
natural�disasters,�and�state�agencies�that�apply�for�and�receive�SHSP�funds.�Figure�1� 
shows�New�Hampshire’s�SHSP�funding�levels�for�FYs�2010–12.�The�State�received�its� 
highest�level�of�funding�in�2010;�funding�declined�about�$3.8�million�in�FY�2012.��� 
� 
��

� 
Public�Law�110Ͳ53�requires�DHS�OIG�to�audit�individual�States’�management�of�SHSP� 
grants.�This�audit�responds�to�the�reporting�requirements�for�New�Hampshire.�Appendix� 
A�describes�its�objectives,�scope,�and�methodology.� 
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Results�of�Audit�� 
� 
GMU�ensured�that�grant�expenditures�for�equipment,�planning,�training,�exercises,�and� 
administrative�activities�were�allowable�and�complied�with�most�grant�requirements.� 
However,�GMU�does�not�obligate�grant�funds�timely�or�award�the�required�80�percent� 
of�grant�funding�to�local�units�of�government.�Additionally,�GMU�does�not�have� 
established�deadlines�to�conduct�timely�site�monitoring�of�subgrantees,�comply�with� 
regulatory�inventory�practices,�or�measure�progress�and�improvements�in�preparedness.�� 
� 
The�State’s�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review�Committee,�includes�statewide� 
stakeholders,�examines�and�scores�all�grant�applications�prior�to�awarding�SHSP�funding� 
to�local�subgrantees.�This�lengthy�process�exceeded�the�required�45Ͳday�obligation� 
timeframe,�leaving�subgrantees�with�limited�time�to�spend�grant�funds.�As�a�result,� 
GMU�had�to�request�an�extension�from�FEMA�to�expend�about�$2,997,786,�or�about�42� 
percent,�of�the�FY�2010�award.�� 
� 
In�addition,�improvement�in�the�following�areas�will�enhance�the�State’s�grant� 
management�program:��� 

� 
x Funding�for�training�and�other�centrally�managed�programs;�� 
x subgrantee�monitoring;�� 
x property�management�and�inventory�controls;�and�� 
x preparedness�progress�and�improvement�measurement.�� 
� 
Obligation�of�Funds�� 

� 
Public�Law�110Ͳ53,�Implementing�Recommendations�of�the�9/11�Commission�Act� 
of�2007,�requires�the�State�to�obligate�80�percent�of�funds�awarded�under�SHSP� 
grant�programs�to�local�units�of�government.�Obligations�must�take�place�within� 
45�days�of�receipt�of�the�funds.�According�to�FEMA’s�grant�guidance,�these� 
obligations�carry�the�following�additional�requirements:� 
� 

x There�must�be�some�action�to�establish�a�firm�commitment�on�the� 
part�of�the�awarding�entity;� 

x The�action�must�be�unconditional�on�the�part�of�the�awarding�entity� 
(i.e.,�no�contingencies�for�availability�of�SAA�funds);� 

x There�must�be�documentary�evidence�of�the�commitment;�and� 
x The�award�terms�must�be�communicated�to�the�official�grantee.� 

� 
In�an�attempt�to�fulfill�this�requirement,�the�State�submitted�the�Initial�Strategy� 
Implementation�Plan�(ISIP),�which�FEMA�requested.�An�ISIP�is�a�snapshot�in�time� 
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that�shows�the�initial�breakdown�of�funds,�but�does�not�represent�a�firm,� 
unconditional�commitment�to�the�official�grantee.�Therefore,�even�though�the� 
State�submitted�the�ISIP�to�FEMA�within�45�days�of�the�grant�award,�it�did�not� 
meet�the�four�obligation�requirements.���� 
� 
According�to�GMU�officials,�the�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review�Committee� 
divides�SHSP�funding�into�multiple�subcategoriesͲhazmat,�training�and�exercises,� 
critical�infrastructure�protection,�maintenance,�interoperability,�and�competitive� 
applications.�With�the�exception�of�maintenance�and�competitive�applications,� 
GMU�allocates�subcategories�upon�award�from�FEMA.�During�the�competitive� 
process,�GMU�sends�applications�for�competitive�and�maintenance�grants�to�all� 
counties,�towns,�and�other�eligible�subgrantees.�GMU�sends�returned� 
submissions�to�the�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review�Committee�for�scoring�and� 
award.� 
� 
This�process�took�a�significant�amount�of�time.�There�is�no�time�requirement�for� 
GMU�to�begin�the�application�process;�therefore,�it�did�not�begin�the�process� 
until�after�FEMA�awarded�the�grant.�As�a�result,�the�competitive�application� 
process�used�up�at�least�a�third�of�the�period�of�performance.�We�concluded�that� 
this�process�does�not�comply�with�the�45Ͳday�obligation�requirement,�and� 
subgrantees�may�not�have�sufficient�time�to�use�grant�funds�to�meet�their� 
approved�preparedness�needs.�Table�1�shows�the�State’s�obligation�process�for� 
FYs�2010–12.� 

� 
Table�1:��Timeline�of�Grant�Performance�FYs�2010Ͳ12� 

Fiscal�Year� 

2010 
Period�of�Performance�� 

August�1,�2010�–�� 
July�31,�2013�������������� 
(36�months)� 

2011� 
Period�of�Performance� 
September�1,�2011�–� 
August�31,�2014�� 
(36�months)� 

2012 
Period�of�Performance� 
September�1,�2012�–� 
August�31,�2014�� 
(24�Months)� 

State�Application� 4/17/2010� 6/17/2011� 5/3/2012� 
Award�Announced�� 7/15/2010� 8/23/2011� 6/29/2012� 
FEMA�Awarded� 9/17/2010� 10/06/2011� 8/07/2012� 

State�Accepts�Award� 9/27/2010� 10/11/2011� 8/24/2012� 
State�Homeland�Grant� 
Review�Committee� 
Meets�to�Award� 

Competitive�Grants� 

9/27/2011� 12/12/2012� 5/15/2013� 

Period�of�Performance� 
Consumed�by�State� 

Process� 

423�days� 
39%�of�performance� 

period� 

469�days� 
43%�of�performance� 

period�� 

257�days� 
35%�of�performance� 

period�� 
Source:�FEMA�and�GMU�� 

www.oig.dhs.gov� 4� OIGͲ14Ͳ93� 

www.oig.dhs.gov�


 OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
       Department of Homeland Security 

GMU�requested�an�extension�of�its�FY�2010�grant�on�April�25,�2013,�98�days� 
before�the�close�of�the�period�of�performance�and�prior�to�the�60Ͳday�deadline� 
required�by�FEMA’s�grant�guidance.�FEMA�did�not�issue�a�grant�adjustment� 
notice�until�August�6,�2013,�extending�the�grant�an�additional�212�days.�This� 
occurred�after�the�grant’s�period�of�performance�ended�on�July�31�and�all� 
activities�under�the�grant�ceased.1�Although�FEMA’s�grant�guidance�includes�a� 
deadline�for�requesting�a�grant�extension,�FEMA�does�not�have�policies�in�place� 
to�approve�grant�extensions�in�a�timely�manner.��� 
� 
Subgrantees�have�limited�time�to�obligate,�procure,�and�spend�grant�funds� 
because�of�GMU’s�current�procedures.�GMU�and�its�subgrantees�could�not� 
properly�prepare�for�the�close�of�the�FY�2010�grant�because�of�its�lengthy�award� 
process�and�FEMA’s�delayed�response�to�the�grant�extension�request.�� 
� 
Recommendations�� 
� 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:� 
� 
Recommendation�#1:��� 
� 
Require�the�New�Hampshire�Grants�Management�Unit�to�evaluate�and� 
abbreviate�its�process�for�approving�and�obligating�subgrantee�awards.��� 

� 
Management�Comments�and�OIG�Analysis� 

� 
FEMA’s�and�the�State’s�responses�to�Recommendation�#1�–�FEMA�concurred� 
with�the�recommendation;�however,�the�State�did�not�concur.�FEMA�will�require� 
the�SAA�to�review�its�obligation�and�approval�process�to�identify�ways�to� 
abbreviate�the�process�and�ensure�subgrantees�have�sufficient�time�to�procure� 
and�spend�grant�funds.�The�State�asserts�that�the�chart�used�by�the�OIG�is� 
inaccurate.�The�DOS�stated�that�although�the�New�Hampshire�process�is�time� 
consuming,�they�met�the�PL�110Ͳ53�directives.�FEMA�requests�that�the�OIG� 
consider�the�recommendation�resolved�and�open.�The�estimated�completion� 
date�is�June�30,�2014.�� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–�FEMA’s�proposed�corrective�actions�are�responsive�to�the�intent� 
of�recommendation�#1.�The�State’s�process�for�obligating�awards�to�subgrantees� 
over�the�grant�period�of�performance�did�not�comply�with�the�45Ͳday�obligation� 
requirement.�While�the�State�disagreed,�we�verified�the�chart�we�used�is� 

������������������������������������������������������� 
1�The�State�and�subgrantees�are�allowed�90�days�to�complete�closeout�of�the�grant�for�liquidation,� 
reimbursement,�and�submittal�of�requisite�financial�reports�to�FEMA.� 
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accurate.�Its�methodology�differs�from�the�OIG’s�because�it�does�not�include�the� 
entire�period�of�performance.��The�State’s�calculations�begin�with�the�date�it� 
accepts�FEMA’s�award,�while�the�OIG’s�begins�with�FEMA’s�period�of� 
performance�date.�We�continue�to�affirm�that�the�Grants�Management�Unit� 
evaluate�and�abbreviate�its�process�for�approving�and�obligating�subgrantee� 
awards.�This�recommendation�is�resolved�and�open�until�FEMA’s�Grant�Programs� 
Directorate�provides�evidence�that�GMU�completed�these�actions.���� 
� 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:� 
�
 
Recommendation�#2:��
 
�
 
Establish�and�implement�a�policy�that�sets�a�reasonable�timetable�for�reviewing� 
and�making�a�decision�on�requests�by�grantees�for�grant�extensions�to�ensure� 
that�grantees�have�sufficient�time�to�plan�for�the�end�of�a�grant's�period�of� 
performance.� 
�
 
Management�Comments�and�OIG�Analysis�
 

� 
FEMA’s�and�the�State’s�responses�to�Recommendation�#2�–�FEMA�and�the�State� 
concurred�with�recommendation�#2.�FEMA�established�a�policy�for�reviewing� 
and�making�decisions�on�grant�extension�requests�by�grantees.�The�policy� 
requires�the�Grants�Program�Directorate�Extension�Review�Panel�to�meet� 
weekly.�FEMA�requests�the�OIG�consider�this�recommendation�resolved�and� 
closed.� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–FEMA’s�proposed�corrective�actions�are�responsive�to�the�intent�of� 
recommendation�#2.�However,�this�recommendation�will�remain�unresolved�and� 
open�pending�receipt�of�a�policy�that�includes�a�timeframe�for�making� 
determinations�on�grant�extension�requests.� 
� 
PassͲthrough�or�Retention�of�Grant�Funds� 
� 
The�State�did�not�pass�through�80�percent�of�funding�to�local�governments,�as� 
required�by�Public�Law�110Ͳ53.�The�State’s�process�does�not�allow�subgrantees� 
an�opportunity�to�use�funds�for�other�projects�based�on�need/gap�assessments.�� 
In�FYs�2010�and�2011,�GMU�awarded�training�funds�to�the�State�Fire�Academy,�a� 
state�agency,�to�manage�training�on�behalf�of�local�governments.�The�State�did� 
not�always�obtain�proper�written�consent�from�local�governments�to�retain� 
funding�on�their�behalf.�The�written�consent�obtained�from�local�entities�to� 
retain�and�centrally�manage�the�award�was�not�specific�and�not�always�signed�by� 
authorized�individuals.�� 
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Public�Law�110Ͳ53�requires�states�to�make�“not�less�than�80�percent�of�the�grant� 
funds”�available�to�local�governments,�or�to�make�available�“with�consent�of�the� 
local�and�tribal�governments,�items,�services,�or�activities�having�a�value�of�not� 
less�than�80�percent�of�the�amount�of�the�grant.”�Grant�guidance�also�mandates� 
that�states�must�“pass�through”�funding,�which�is�defined�as�“an�obligation�on� 
the�part�of�the�States�to�make�funds�available�to�local�units�of�government,� 
combinations�of�local�units,�or�other�specific�groups�or�organizations.”�� 
� 
In�FYs�2010�and�2011,�GMU�awarded�$250,000�and�$243,292,�respectively,�to� 
the�State�Fire�Academy�to�manage�training�funds.�GMU�announced�the�awards� 
on�the�DOS�central�website�and�considered�them�local�awards�that�contributed� 
to�the�80�percent�passͲthrough�requirement.�The�grants�awarded�to�the�State� 
Fire�Academy�for�centrally�managed�training�did�not�specify�award�amounts�to� 
any�local�government.�Nor�did�any�local�government�consent�to�the�withholding� 
at�the�time�of�the�award.�As�a�result,�the�funding�for�the�awards�did�not�meet�the� 
passͲthrough�requirement�in�Public�Law�110Ͳ53.��� 
� 
GMU�officials�said�that�they�used�memorandums�of�acknowledgement�(MOA)�to� 
obtain�consent�to�manage�and�retain�funding�for�the�training�on�behalf�of�local� 
governments.�However,�the�MOAs�did�not�contain�the�amount�or�the�intended� 
use�of�funds,�as�required�by�FEMA�grant�guidance.�Additionally,�local� 
government�personnel�frequently�acted�outside�the�scope�of�their�authority�and� 
signed�MOAs�just�prior�to�attending�training.�According�to�the�Government� 
Accountability�Office’s�(GAO)�Standards�for�Internal�Control�in�the�Federal� 
Government,�“…transactions�and�other�significant�events�should�be�authorized� 
and�executed�only�by�persons�acting�within�the�scope�of�their�authority.”2��� 
Therefore,�GMU�did�not�always�obtain�proper�written�consent�from�local� 
governments�to�retain�funding�on�their�behalf.��� 
� 
As�a�result,�the�grant�funds�allocated�to�the�State�Fire�Academy�to�manage� 
training�on�behalf�of�local�governments�did�not�comply�with�Federal�subaward� 
guidance.�Specifically,�GMU�did�not�pass�through�the�full�80�percent�of�grant� 
funding�to�local�governments,�affording�them�the�opportunity�to�use�funds�for� 
other�projects�based�on�their�own�need/gap�assessments.��� 
�
 
Recommendation�
 
��
 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:� 
� 
� 

������������������������������������������������������� 
2�GAO/AIMDͲ00Ͳ21.3.1,�pp.�14Ͳ15�(November�1999).� 
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Recommendation�#3:��� 
� 

Direct�and�ensure�that�the�Grants�Management�Unit�complies�with�Federal� 
requirements�and�grant�guidance�as�it�relates�to�subawarding�funds�to�local� 
jurisdictions�(80�percent�passͲthrough�requirement)�or�retaining�funds�with� 
written�consent�of�local�subgrantees.��� 

� 
Management�Comments�and�OIG�Analysis� 

� 
FEMA’s�and�the�State’s�responses�to�Recommendation�#3�–�FEMA�concurred,�but� 
the�State�did�not�concur�with�recommendation�#3.�The�State�asserted�that�the� 
OIG�statement�in�the�report�is�inaccurate,�and�that�it�complies�with�the� 
memorandum�of�understanding�(MOU)/MOA�requirement�and�the�80�percent� 
awarding�requirement.�According�to�FEMA,�it�reviewed�GMU's�subawarding� 
process�and�believes�that�GMU�complies�with�Federal�requirements�and�grant� 
guidance.�FEMA�said�that�GMU's�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review�Committee� 
determines�the�allocations�for�the�80�percent�passͲthrough�during�an�open� 
meeting�each�grant�cycle.�GMU�posts�the�notice�of�allocation�availability�on�the� 
agency�website�and�mails�it�to�local�units�of�government.�� 
� 
According�to�FEMA,�when�the�State�retained�funds�on�behalf�of�local� 
governments,�GMU�demonstrated�that�it�has�MOUs�documenting�local� 
subgrantees’�consent�for�the�State�to�retain�the�funds�and�GMU�has�met�this� 
requirement�each�year.�FEMA�provided�GMU's�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review� 
Committee�procedures;�FYs�2010Ͳ12�award�summaries;�and�sample�MOUs,� 
which�according�to�FEMA,�demonstrates�compliance�with�the�recommendation.�� 
FEMA�believes�the�information�provided�satisfies�the�intent�of�the� 
recommendation�and�requests�the�OIG�resolve�and�close�this�recommendation.� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–�We�acknowledge�that�GMU’s�Homeland�Security�Grant�Review� 
Committee�held�open�meetings�to�determine�allocations�for�the�80�percent�passͲ 
though�requirement.�We�reviewed�the�additional�MOUs�and�MOAs�that�FEMA� 
and�the�State�provided.�The�documents�provided�did�not�satisfy�the�intent�of�the� 
recommendation.�Documents�did�not�include�an�award�amount�spent�on�behalf� 
of�local�governments�and�did�not�include�agreement�dates.�We�consider�this� 
recommendation�unresolved�and�open�until�FEMA�provides�the�appropriate� 
evidence,�which�meets�the�requirements�of�Public�Law�110Ͳ53�and�FEMA�grant� 
guidance. 
�� � � 

� � 
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Onsite�Monitoring� 
� 

GMU�has�written�policies�and�procedures�for�monitoring�subgrantees,�but�does� 
not�establish�deadlines�for�onsite�monitoring.��GMU�officials�said�they�monitor� 
subgrantees�through�quarterly�reports,�desk�monitoring,�and�onsite�visits�after� 
grant�closeout.�Title�44�of�the�Code�of�Federal�Regulations�(CFR)�§13.40,� 
Monitoring�and�Reporting�Program�Performance,�requires�grantees�to�oversee� 
subgrantee�activities�to�ensure�compliance�with�applicable�Federal� 
requirements.�According�to�the�Office�of�Management�and�Budget’s�Circular�AͲ 
133,�Compliance�Supplement�June�2012,�grantees�are�responsible�for�monitoring� 
subgrantees’�use�of�Federal�awards�through�reporting,�site�visits,�regular�contact,� 
or�other�means.��� 
� 
According�to�GMU�officials,�there�is�one�partͲtime�internal�auditor�conducting� 
onsite�monitoring�for�all�SHSP�grants.�GMU’s�Auditing�Procedures�require�onsite� 
visits,�desk�audits,�and�reviews�of�selfͲsubmitted�quarterly�reports�from� 
subgrantees.�The�policy�does�not�establish�timeframes�to�ensure�timely�onsite� 
monitoring�at�grant�closeout.�A�GMU�official�said�that�onsite�monitoring�is� 
limited�by�insufficient�staff�hours.�� 
� 
At�the�time�of�our�audit,�GMU�had�not�conducted�onsite�visits�of�FY�2010�SHSP� 
closed�grants�and�did�not�have�a�schedule�for�future�site�visits.�GMU�requested� 
an�extension�from�FEMA�for�$250,674�(71�percent)�of�its�FY�2010�allowed� 
management�and�administration�costs�to�conduct�its�required�onsite�monitoring.� 
We�concluded�that�delayed�onsite�monitoring�prevents�GMU�officials�from� 
validating�the�results�of�desk�reviews�and�quarterly�reports.�It�also�limits�GMU� 
officials’�ability�to�ensure�that�local�subgrantees�comply�with�applicable�Federal� 
requirements.�� 
� 
Recommendation�� 
� 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:�� 
� 
Recommendation�#4:��� 
� 
Require�the�New�Hampshire�Grants�Management�Unit�to�establish�an�internal� 
deadline�for�site�visits�during�closeout�audits.�� 
� 
Management�Comments�and�OIG�Analysis� 

� 
FEMA’s�and�the�State’s�responses�to�Recommendation�#4�–�FEMA�concurred,�but� 
the�State�did�not�concur�with�recommendation�#4.�FEMA�reviewed�GMU's� 
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Auditing�Procedures�and�determined�it�complied�with�44�CFR�§13.40.�GMU� 
conducts�100�percent�closeout�audits,�including�a�closeout�report�on�all� 
grantees,�prior�to�the�end�of�the�grant's�performance�period.�The�State�asserts� 
that�there�is�no�site�visit�or�timeliness�requirement�in�44�CFR�§13.40.�The�State� 
also�explained�that�their�internal�auditor�position�is�vacant�and�they�do�not� 
anticipate�filling�it�due�to�lack�of�funding.�As�a�result,�the�State�will�probably� 
cease�monitoring�through�site�visits.�� 
� 
FEMA�provided�GMU’s�Auditing�Procedures�and�audit�schedule,�which� 
demonstrated�compliance�with�the�recommendation.�FEMA�believes�documents� 
provided�meet�the�intent�of�the�recommendation�and�request�this� 
recommendation�be�resolved�and�closed.� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–�We�consider�recommendation�#4�unresolved�and�open�until� 
FEMA�provides�evidence�that�GMU’s�Auditing�Procedures�include�an�internal� 
deadline�for�completing�site�visits�during�closeout�audits.��� 
� 
FEMA’s�corrective�actions�are�not�responsive�to�the�intent�of�this� 
recommendation.�FEMA�provided�a�schedule�of�grant�close�out�visits.�We� 
reviewed�and�determined�the�documents�provided�did�not�meet�the�intent�of� 
the�recommendation.�The�schedule�provided�evidence�of�visits�conducted�for� 
grant�years�prior�to�grant�years�audited.�We�affirm�the�need�for�the�State�to� 
conduct�site�visits�to�validate�the�results�of�desk�audits�and�other�selfͲsubmitted� 
information�in�a�timely�manner.�� 
� 
In�addition�to�GMU’s�Auditing�Procedures�requiring�onsite�visits,�timely�closeout� 
visits�ensure�compliance�with�applicable�Federal�requirements.��Additionally,� 
while�the�State�is�considering�eliminating�monitoring�through�site�visit,�the�State� 
received�a�grant�extension�for�more�than�half�of�their�management�and� 
administration�funds,�which�could�fund�closeout�site�visits.�� 
� 
Inventory�Management� 

� 
GMU�does�not�ensure�that�subgrantees�comply�with�Federal�requirements�for� 
maintaining�inventory�records�or�performing�required�biennial�physical�inventory� 
reconciliation.�A�GMU�official�said�that�they�delegate�inventory�requirements�to� 
the�subgrantees�at�the�time�of�award�and�monitor�inventory�compliance�during� 
grant�closeout�site�visits.�GMU’s�grant�guidance�requires�compliance�with� 
Federal�inventory�requirements.�Title�44�CFR�§13.32�Ͳ�Equipment,�sets�forth� 
procedures�for�managing�equipment�(including�equipment�replacement),� 
whether�acquired�in�whole�or�in�part�with�grant�funds,�until�disposition.� 
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According�to�the�regulations,�grant�recipients�must�meet�the�following� 
requirements:�� 
x	 Property�records�must�be�maintained�that�include�a�description�of�the� 

property;�a�serial�number�or�other�identification�number;�the�source�of� 
property;�identification�of�who�holds�title;�the�acquisition�date;�cost�of� 
the�property;�percentage�of�Federal�participation�in�the�cost�of�the� 
property;�the�location,�use,�and�condition�of�the�property;�and�any� 
ultimate�disposition�data,�including�the�date�of�disposal�and�sale�price�of� 
the�property.� 
� 

x	 A�physical�inventory�of�the�property�must�be�taken�and�the�results� 
reconciled�with�the�property�records�at�least�once�every�2�years.� 
� 

x	 A�control�system�must�be�developed�to�ensure�adequate�safeguards�to� 
prevent�loss,�damage,�or�theft�of�the�property.�Any�loss,�damage,�or�theft� 
shall�be�investigated.� 

� 
According�to�GMU�officials,�they�conduct�an�independent�verification�of� 
inventory�during�the�one�onsite�monitoring�visit�at�grant�closeout.�However,� 
GMU�does�not�otherwise�verify�that�subgrantees�keep�records�or�conduct� 
inventories�required�by�the�regulation.��A�GMU�official�said�once�the�closeout� 
process�is�complete,�GMU�conducts�no�additional�inventories�to�ensure�that� 
subgrantees�meet�the�biennial�inventory�reconciliation�requirement.� 

� 
Without�the�required�physical�control�and�accountability�over�items�purchased� 
with�SHSP�funds,�GMU�cannot�ensure�the�authorized�use�of�property.�It�cannot� 
ascertain�the�security�of�property�to�prevent�loss,�damage,�or�theft.�After� 
completion�of�audit�fieldwork,�a�GMU�official�said�they�plan�to�revise�inventory� 
policies�and�procedures�to�establish�stronger�inventory�controls�to�meet�part�of� 
the�Federal�requirements.�� 
� 

�	 Recommendations�� 
� 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:�� 

Recommendation�#5:� 

Direct�the�New�Hampshire�Grants�Management�Unit�to�develop�and�implement� 
procedures�to�ensure�that�inventory�records�comply�with�44�CFR�§13.32.�� 

�	 � 
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Management  Comments  and  OIG  Analysis  
 
FEMA’s  and  the  State’s  responses  to  Recommendation  #5  –  FEMA  concurred  and  
the  State  partially  concurred  with  recommendation  #5.  The  State  asserts  that  it  
is  a  violation  of  their  State  Constitution  to  require  local  grantees  to  comply  with  
the  inventory  requirements  of  44  CFR  §13.32  without  additional  funding.  FEMA  
reviewed  the  State’s  Fixed  Assets  Inventory  Policies  and  Guidelines  for  state  and  
local  agencies  and  determined  it  ensures  inventory  recordkeeping  compliance  
with  44  CFR  §13.32  regulations.   FEMA  requests  this  recommendation  be  
resolved  and  closed.   
 
OIG  Analysis  –  We  consider  recommendation  #5  unresolved  and  open  until  
FEMA  provides  copies  of  State  implemented  policies  and  procedures  that  
address  federal  inventory  requirements.  
 
The  State  requires  local  grantees  to  agree  to  grant  terms  and  conditions  before  
accepting  grant  funding.  Included  in  the  terms  and  conditions  are  the  
requirements  of  44  CFR  §13.32.  The  policy  provided  by  FEMA  used  to  support  
the  closing  of  recommendation  #5  does  not  include  all  of  the  inventory  
requirements  for  items  purchased  with  SHSP  funds.  The  policy  does  not  include  
the  following  required  elements:   
 
  maintenance  of  property  records,  to  include  descriptions  of  the  

property;  a  serial  number  or  other  identification;  and   
  physical  inventory  of  property  and  reconciliation  at  least  every  2  years.   
 

We  recommend  that  the  Assistant  Administrator,  Grant  Programs  Directorate:  

Recommendation  #6:    

Ensure  the  New  Hampshire  Grants  Management  Unit  compiles  and  provides  
reconciled  inventory  records  for  fiscal  years  2010–12  SHSP  to  meet  Federal  
requirements.   

Management  Comments  and  OIG  Analysis  
 

FEMA’s  and  the  State’s  responses  to  Recommendation  #6  –  FEMA  concurred  
with  the  recommendation;  however,  the  State  did  not  concur.  The  State  asserts  
that  it  already  has  a  procedure  for  reconciling  inventory.  FEMA  will  require  the  
SAA  to  compile  and  provide  reconciled  FYs  2010–12  SHSP  inventory  records  in  
accordance  with  44  CFR  §13.32.  The  State  also  asserts  that  it  should  not  be  
required  to  complete  inventory  reconciliation  until  FYs  2010‐12  grants  are  
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closed.�FEMA�requests�that�the�OIG�consider�this�recommendation�resolved�and� 
open.�The�estimated�completion�date�is�June�30,�2014.� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–�We�consider�FEMA’s�proposed�corrective�actions�responsive�to� 
the�intent�of�recommendation�#6.�Until�FEMA�provides�documentation�that� 
GMU�completes�an�inventory�reconciliation�of�FYs�2010Ͳ12�grant�years,�this� 
recommendation�is�resolved�and�will�remain�open.��� 
� 
Performance�Measures� 

� 
GMU�has�not�established�performance�measures�to�assess�whether� 
improvements�achieved�with�grant�funds�have�enhanced�state�grantees’�ability� 
to�prevent,�prepare�for,�protect�against,�and�respond�to�all�types�of�hazards.� 
According�to�44�CFR�§13.40�–�Monitoring�and�reporting�program�performance,� 
“grantees�must�monitor�grant�and�subgrant�supported�activities�to�assure� 
compliance�with�applicable�Federal�requirements�and�that�performance�goals� 
are�being�achieved.”�According�to�the�Office�of�Management�and�Budget’s� 
Circular�AͲ133,�grantees�should�“monitor�the�activities�of�subrecipients�as� 
necessary�to�ensure�that�Federal�awards�are�used�for�authorized�purposes…�and� 
that�performance�goals�are�achieved.”�� 
� 
However,�GMU�officials�said�that�FEMA�has�never�provided�them�with�a�tool�or� 
means�to�measure�performance.�State�Homeland�Security�Emergency� 
Management�officials�working�with�GMU�said�they�are�aware�that�they�need�to� 
measure�improvements,�but�have�difficulty�doing�so�formally�and�are�working�to� 
improve�in�this�area.�Additionally,�state�officials�said�they�have�not�been�able�to� 
use�the�annual�state�preparedness�report�(SPR)�to�measure�annual�improvement� 
because�the�tool�has�changed�each�year.�Furthermore,�an�official�from�FEMA’s� 
National�Preparedness�Directorate�acknowledged�it�is�possible�for�states�to�have� 
small�projects�that�may�be�effective�but�have�little�or�no�affect�on�the�state’s� 
score�for�preparedness.� 
� 
During�FY�2012,�FEMA�released�guidance�requiring�states�to�complete�a�Threat� 
and�Hazard�Identification�and�Risk�Assessment�(THIRA)�to�identify�hazards�in�core� 
capabilities�and�to�establish�capability�targets.�The�THIRA,�along�with�a�revised� 
annual�SPR,�would�measure�the�state's�status�in�these�areas.�However,�because� 
the�THIRA�does�not�establish�a�baseline,�more�than�one�SPR�or�measurement� 
would�be�required�to�show�any�measurable�progress�or�improvement.�Small� 
project�improvements�require�scaled�tools�or�processes�to�measure� 
improvement,�which�may�not�show�a�significant�measurable�improvement� 
through�a�statewide�SPR.�� 
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Without�standards�and�metrics�against�which�to�measure�progress�of�large�and� 
small�projects,�the�State�is�not�able�to�determine�improvements�in�emergency� 
preparedness�through�the�receipt�of�grant�funding.� 
�
 
Recommendation��
 
� 
We�recommend�that�the�Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate:�� 
� 
Recommendation�#7:��� 
� 
Provide�guidance�for�states�to�measure�progress�in�improving�emergency� 
preparedness�effectively�and�consistently;�and�require�New�Hampshire�to� 
develop�a�process�to�measure�its�progress.� 
� 
Management�Comments�and�OIG�Analysis� 

� 
FEMA’s�and�the�State’s�responses�to�Recommendation�#7�–�FEMA�concurred� 
with�the�recommendation,�and�the�State�had�no�comment�regarding� 
concurrence.�FEMA�has�already�provided�guidance�and�tools�to�measure� 
progress�at�the�state�and�local�levels�and�requires�grantees�to�measure�progress� 
in�improving�emergency�preparedness.� 
� 
As�part�of�the�National�Preparedness�System3,�FEMA�has�developed�and�is� 
implementing�performance�assessments�that�measure�progress�toward� 
achieving�the�National�Preparedness�Goal.4�� 
� 
On�August�29,�2013,�FEMA�released�a�consistent�methodology�for�determining� 
risks�in�the�Comprehensive�Preparedness�Guide�201:�Threat�and�Hazard� 
Identification�and�Risk�Assessment�(THIRA)�Guide�(CPGͲ201)�Second�Edition.�CPGͲ 
201�details�a�fourͲstep�process�jurisdictions�can�use�to�achieve�desired�outcomes� 
and�capability�targets�for�each�of�the�core�capabilities.�This�approach�allows�a� 
jurisdiction�to�establish�its�own�capability�targets�based�on�the�risks.� 

������������������������������������������������������� 
3�The�National�Preparedness�System�outlines�the�approach,�resources,�and�tools�for�achieving�the� 
National�Preparedness�Goal.�The�system�has�six�main�components�to�improve�preparedness:�identifying� 
and�assessing�risk,�estimating�capability�requirements,�building�and�sustaining�capabilities,�planning�to� 
deliver�capabilities,�validating�capabilities,�and�reviewing�and�updating�capabilities.�� 
� 
4�The�National�Preparedness�Goal,�released�in�September�2011,�is�the�first�deliverable�required�under� 
Presidential�Policy�Directive�(PPD)�8:�National�Preparedness.�The�goal�sets�the�vision�for�nationwide� 
preparedness�and�identifies�the�core�capabilities�and�targets�necessary�to�achieve�preparedness�across� 
five�mission�areas�laid�out�under�PPD�8:�prevention,�protection,�mitigation,�response�and�recovery.� 
�� 
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Starting�on�December�31,�2012,�and�annually�thereafter,�states,�territories,�and� 
major�urban�areas�that�receive�Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�funds�must� 
submit�their�THIRAs�to�FEMA.�In�conjunction,�the�THIRA�results,�combined�with� 
the�SPR,�identify�capability�needs,�gaps�and�the�progress�of�grantees�in�closing� 
those�gaps�over�time.�FEMA�reports�the�results�of�the�capability�assessments� 
annually�in�the�National�Preparedness�Report.� 
� 
After�estimating�capability�requirements,�the�next�component�of�the�National� 
Preparedness�System�is�to�build�and�sustain�capabilities.�This�step�ties�grant� 
investments�directly�to�needs�and�shortfalls.�Within�the�investment�justifications� 
submitted�in�the�grant�application,�grantees�must�specifically�identify�core� 
capabilities,�the�priority�of�those�capabilities,�as�well�as�the�gaps�noted�in�their� 
SPR�that�investment�intends�to�address.�In�addition,�grantees�must�identify�the� 
specific�results�of�each�investment.�FEMA�verifies�completion�of�the� 
investment/projects�through�its�programmatic�monitoring�and�the�Biannual� 
Strategy�Implementation�Report.5�Because�the�period�of�performance�for�the� 
Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�is�2�years,�a�time�limit�is�set�for�completion�of� 
the�project�once�funded.� 
� 
FEMA�addressed�the�OIG�recommendation�for�states�to�establish�goals�and� 
objectives�that�are�specific,�measurable,�achievable,�resultsͲoriented,�and�� 
timeͲlimited.�States�and�territories�can�systematically�measure�improvements�in� 
first�responder�capabilities�and�statewide�preparedness�by�requiring�them�to�use� 
tools�such�as�the�THIRA,�SPR,�and�investment�justifications.�Strategy�updates�are� 
encouraged,�but�not�required,�because�the�THIRA,�SPR,�and�investment� 
justification�methodology�provide�goals�and�assessment�of�progress�against� 
those�goals.�� 

� 
Based�on�this�information,�FEMA�requests�that�this�recommendation�be�resolved� 
and�closed.� 
� 
OIG�Analysis�–FEMA’s�corrective�actions�are�responsive�to�the�intent�of�this� 
recommendation.�We�consider�this�recommendation�resolved�and�closed.� 

������������������������������������������������������� 
5�Grantees�are�to�submit�Biannual�Strategy�Implementation�Reports�to�FEMA�every�6�months�for�the�life� 
of�the�award;�a�final�report�is�due�after�the�end�date�of�the�award�period.�The�reports�are�FEMA’s�primary� 
source�of�programmatic�information�on�the�use�of�grant�funds.�� 
� 
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Appendix�A�� 
Objectives,�Scope,�and�Methodology� 
� 
The�Department�of�Homeland�Security�(DHS)�Office�of�Inspector�General�(OIG)�was� 
established�by�the�Homeland�Security�Act�of�2002�(Public�Law�107Ͳ296)�by�amendment� 
to�the�Inspector�General�Act�of�1978.�This�is�one�of�a�series�of�audit,�inspection,�and� 
special�reports�prepared�as�part�of�our�oversight�responsibilities�to�promote�economy,� 
efficiency,�and�effectiveness�within�the�Department.� 
� 
Public�Law�110Ͳ53,�Implementing�Recommendations�of�the�9/11�Commission�Act�of� 
2007,�requires�DHS�OIG�to�audit�individual�states’�management�of�SHSP�grants.�This� 
report�responds�to�the�reporting�requirement�for�New�Hampshire.� 
� 
The�audit�objectives�were�to�determine�whether�New�Hampshire�distributed,� 
administered,�and�spent�SHSP�grant�funds�strategically,�effectively,�and�in�compliance� 
with�laws,�regulations,�and�guidance.�We�also�addressed�the�extent�to�which�funds� 
awarded�enhanced�the�ability�of�state�grantees�to�prevent,�prepare�for,�protect�against,� 
and�respond�to�natural�disasters,�acts�of�terrorism,�and�other�manmade�disasters.� 
� 
The�scope�of�this�audit�included�a�review�of�the�plans�developed�by�the�State�to�improve� 
preparedness�and�response�to�all�types�of�hazards,�goals,�and�objectives�set�in�those� 
plans.�We�evaluated�the�State’s�measurement�of�progress�toward�the�goals�and� 
assessments�of�performance�improvement�resulting�from�this�measurement.� 
� 
The�Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�and�its�interrelated�grant�programs�fund�a�range� 
of�preparedness�activities,�including�planning,�organization,�equipment�purchase,� 
training,�exercises,�and�management�and�administration�costs.�However,�we�reviewed� 
only�SHSP�funding,�equipment,�and�supported�programs�for�compliance.� 
� 
The�scope�of�the�audit�included�the�SHSP�grant�awards�for�FYs�2010,�2011,�and�2012,�as� 
shown�in�table�2.�The�audit�methodology�included�work�at�FEMA�headquarters,�FEMA� 
Region�I,�New�Hampshire�offices,�and�various�subgrantee�locations�that�received�grants.� 
To�achieve�our�audit�objectives,�we�analyzed�data,�reviewed�documentation,�and� 
interviewed�key�state�and�local�officials�directly�involved�in�SHSP�management�and� 
administration.� 
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Table�2:��New�Hampshire�Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�Awards,�FYs�2010Ͳ2012� 

New�Hampshire�Homeland�Security�Grant�Program�Awards�FY�s�2010�through�2012� 

Year� FY�2010� FY�2011� FY�2012� Total� 

State� 
Homeland� 
Security� 
Program� 

$6,613,200� $5,137,205� $2,801,316� $14,551,721� 

Source:�FEMA� 
� 
We�sampled�grant�award�files�from�state�agencies,�regional�hazardous�materials�teams,� 
counties,�and�towns�that�received�SHSP�grant�allocations�in�FYs�2010,�2011,�or�2012.�We� 
judgmentally�selected�subgrantees�based�on�dollar�values�expended�at�the�time�of� 
fieldwork.�We�reviewed�high�value�grant�awards,�(above�$250,000),�medium�(between� 
$10,000�and�$50,000),�and�low�(between�$5,000�and�$10,000).�We�also�selected�from� 
diverse�geographic�locations,�where�possible.�There�were�a�limited�number�of�State� 
subgrantees�with�funding�expenditures.�We�judgmentally�selected�two�State� 
subgrantees,�based�on�highͲdollar�values�expended�at�the�time�of�fieldwork�and�risk� 
indicators.��� 
� 
At�each�location,�we�interviewed�officials�and�reviewed�documentation�supporting�state� 
and�subgrantee�management�of�grant�funds.�In�addition,�we�verified�the�existence�of� 
selected�equipment�subgrantees�procured�with�grant�funds.� 
� 
We�conducted�this�performance�audit�between�April�and�September�2013�pursuant�to� 
the�Inspector�General�Act�of�1978,�as�amended,�and�according�to�generally�accepted� 
government�auditing�standards.�Those�standards�require�that�we�plan�and�perform�the� 
audit�to�obtain�sufficient,�appropriate�evidence�to�provide�a�reasonable�basis�for�our� 
findings�and�conclusions�based�upon�our�audit�objectives.�We�believe�that�the�evidence� 
obtained�provides�a�reasonable�basis�for�our�findings�and�conclusions�based�upon�our� 
audit�objectives.� 
� � 
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Appendix�B� 
Management�Comments�to�the�Draft�Report�� 
� 

� 
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Appendix�C� 
Major�Contributors�to�This�Report�� 
� 
Alexander�Best,�Director� 
Paul�Wood,�Director� 
Cecilia�Carroll,�Audit�Manager� 
Thomas�J.�Bobrowski,�Audit�Lead� 
Douglas�Campbell,�Program�Analyst� 
Falon�NewmanͲDuckworth,�Program�Analyst� 
Heidi�M.�Einsweiler,�Program�Analyst� 
Kevin�Dolloson,�Communications�Analyst� 
Devon�Houston,�Independent�Referencer� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
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Appendix�D�� 
Report�Distribution�� 

� 
Department�of�Homeland�Security� 
� 
Secretary� 
Deputy�Secretary� 
Chief�of�Staff���� 
Deputy�Chief�of�Staff� 
General�Counsel� 
Executive�Secretary�� 
Director,�GAO/OIG�Liaison�Office� 
Assistant�Secretary�for�Office�of�Policy� 
Assistant�Secretary�for�Office�of�Public�Affairs� 
Assistant�Secretary�for�Office�of�Legislative�Affairs� 
Chief�Privacy�Officer� 
� 
Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency� 
� 
Administrator� 
Assistant�Administrator,�Grant�Programs�Directorate� 
Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency�Audit�Liaison� 
Grant�Programs�Directorate�Audit�Liaison� 
� 
Office�of�Management�and�Budget� 
� 
Chief,�Homeland�Security�Branch��� 
DHS�OIG�Budget�Examiner� 
� 
Congress���� 
� 
Congressional�Oversight�and�Appropriations�Committees,�as�appropriate 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

To view this and any of our other reports, please visit our website at: www.oig.dhs.gov. 

For further information or questions, please contact Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
Office of Public Affairs at: DHS-OIG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov, or follow us on 
Twitter at: @dhsoig. 

OIG HOTLINE 

To expedite the reporting of alleged fraud, waste, abuse or mismanagement, or any 
other kinds of criminal or noncriminal misconduct relative to Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) programs and operations, please visit our website at www.oig.dhs.gov 
and click on the red tab titled "Hotline" to report. You will be directed to complete and 
submit an automated DHS OIG Investigative Referral Submission Form. Submission 
through our website ensures that your complaint will be promptly received and 
reviewed by DHS OIG. 

Should you be unable to access our website, you may submit your complaint in writing 
to: 

Department of Homeland Security 

Office of Inspector General, Mail Stop 0305 

Attention: Office of Investigations Hotline 

245 Murray Drive, SW 

Washington, DC 20528-0305 


You may also call 1(800) 323-8603 or fax the complaint directly to us at 
(202) 254-4297. 

The OIG seeks to protect the identity of each writer and caller. 
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